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DETAILED ACTION 


This action is responsive to application filed on October 20, 2005 and IDS filed on 
October 20, 2005 and September 20, 2007 in which Claims 1-49 are canceled and 
50-72 are presented for examination. This application is a new PCT National Stage 
application of PCT/GB04/01749 that was filed on April 23, 2004. Applicant is 
claiming foreign priority for the application GB0309174.1 filed on April 23, 2003. 


Status of Claims 

Claims 1-49 are cancelled in the case. 

Claims 50-72 are pending in the case. Claims 50, 58, 59, 64, 69 and 71 are the 
independent Claims. 

Claims 50-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 
Claims 50-72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). 


Information Disclosure Statement Acknowledgement 

The information disclosure statements filed on October 20, 2005 and September 20, 
2007 are in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97, 1 .98 and MPEP § 609. It 
has been placed in the application file, the information referred to therein has been 
considered as to the merits. 

Priority Acknowledgement 

Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority under 35 

U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d). Receipt is acknowledged of certified copy of GB0309174.1 filed 
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on October 20, 2005 and GB0309174.1 filed on April 23, 2003, submitted under 35 
U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Specification Objection 

The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to 
determine the presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is 
requested in correcting any errors of which applicant may become aware in the 
specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 50-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Regarding Claims 50-63, Claims 50-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, Independent Claim 50 recites "information/text "as being failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter. Claim 58 recites the phrase 
"the", such as "the profile". It is not clear if it refers to "a content profile" or not. Examiner 
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suggests to change the "the profile" to "the content profile". Claim 59 recites "the 
information group", there is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims. 
Claim 68 recites "the documents", it is not clear which documents. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claims. 

Regarding claims 50 and 59, the phrase "for example" renders the claims 50 and 59 
indefinite because it is unclear whether the limitation(s) following the phrase are part of 
the claimed invention. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 50-72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Banerjee et al., US 6,983,273. 

Regarding Claim 50, Banerjee in US 6,983,273 discloses the claimed aspect of 
identifying a measure of similarity between the activities of a plurality of parties, for 
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example companies, using groups of information/text associated with, and 
representative of those parties on the world wide web or in other information stores, the 
method comprising deriving a content profile for the information group of each party, 
and comparing the profiles to identify a degree of similarity in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, 
wherein a results page shown on a portion of a computer display (79), in which a search 
for sites regarding child health care was performed and five results items or "hits" (71- 
75) are given, each with a short summary or the first few words for the linked site page, 
a relevance score, and a URL. As per typical search engine results, these results are 
sorted by degree of relevance. (Banerjee, Column 9, lines 24-30). 

Regarding Claim 51, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
50. See details for Claim 50 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of deriving 
the content profile of a group involves analyzing every group of text to identify key 
topics, allocating a measure of importance to identified key topics, and using that 
measure and the identified topics to generate the content profile, wherein a web site is 
added to the engine's categories and keyword lists as suggested and as determined by 
analysis of the content of the submitted web site (e.g. word frequency analysis, hyper 
text header tags, etc.) and measure of important is determined by word frequency 
analysis or hyper text header tags analysis. (Banerjee, Column 1 , lines 53-57). 

Regarding Claim 52, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
50. See details for Claim 50 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of 
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analyzing is based on a word frequency analysis and comprises selecting topics which 
have a higher than average frequency of occurrence in the group than in the native 
language of the group, wherein a web site is added to the engine's categories and 
keyword lists as suggested and as determined by analysis of the content of the 
submitted web site (e.g. word frequency analysis, hypertext header tags, etc.) and 
measure of important is determined by word frequency analysis or hypertext header 
tags analysis. (Banerjee, Column 1 , lines 53-57). 

Regarding Claim 53, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
51 . See details for Claim 51 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of 
analyzing involves discarding topics that are not related to important key words, wherein 
important keywords determination is based on word frequency (Banerjee, Column 1 , 
lines 53-57) and in FIG.4, the process (40) of associating characteristic factors with 
linked sites is presented. When a search engine receives (41) an initial submission for 
indexing content from a linked site (or upon re-indexing of a previously indexed linked 
site), the actual content of the linked site is analyzed (42) by retrieving one or more 
pages and web objects from the linked site server (36). Well-known processes such as 
word statistical analysis can be used to determine the keywords to be indexed to the 
site. (Banerjee, Column 8, lines 1-8). Furthermore, in FIG. 5, the logical process (50) 
during operation in cooperation with a search process is shown. When a set of search 
criteria is received (51 ) from a client computer (32) such as a set of keywords, phrases, 
or QBE example, the search engines general index (34) is searched (52). The ratings 


Application/Control Number: 10/554,031 Page 7 

Art Unit: 4135 

index (34') is accessed for each results item (e.g. for each "hit"), and a results page is 
created with the summaries and one or more associated characteristics icons or 
symbols for each result item. Applicant should duly note that the unrelated topics are 
not shown as hits. 

Regarding Claim 54, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of Claim 
51 . See details for Claim 51 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of 
determining a list of words related to each of a plurality of key topics identified in the 
group, wherein a web site is added to the engine's categories and keyword lists as 
suggested and as determined by analysis of the content of the submitted web site (e.g. 
word frequency analysis, hyper text header tags, etc.) and measure of important is 
determined by word frequency analysis or hyper text header tags analysis. (Banerjee, 
Column 1, lines 53-57). 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of determining whether each key topic 
appears in the list of related words for any of the other key topics in the group and 
discarding any of the key topics where the key topics does not appear in the list of 
related words for any other of the key topics, in FIG.4, the process (40) of associating 
characteristic factors with linked sites is presented. When a search engine receives (41) 
an initial submission for indexing content from a linked site (or upon re-indexing of a 
previously indexed linked site), the actual content of the linked site is analyzed (42) by 
retrieving one or more pages and web objects from the linked site server (36). Well- 
known processes such as word statistical analysis can be used to determine the 
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keywords to be indexed to the site. (Banerjee, Column 8, lines 1-8). Furthermore, in 
FIG. 5, the logical process (50) during operation in cooperation with a search process is 
shown. When a set of search criteria is received (51 ) from a client computer (32) such 
as a set of keywords, phrases, or QBE example, the search engines general index (34) 
is searched (52). The ratings index (34') is accessed for each results item (e.g. for each 
"hit"), and a results page is created with the summaries and one or more associated 
characteristics icons or symbols for each result item. Applicant should duly note that the 
unrelated topics are not shown as hits. 

Regarding Claim 55, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
51. See details for Claim 51 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of 
comparing comprises counting the number of topics common to the profiles of each 
party in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, wherein a relevance percentage is determined based on 
counting the number of keywords common to each hit list. 

Furthermore, also Dedhia, in US 20030212669 discloses the claimed aspect of 
comparing comprises counting the number of topics common to the profiles of each 
party in FIG. 6, wherein all of the filtered relevant product catalog descriptions are 
ranked based on the frequency and importance of these terms with respect to its 
category (6.3). Applicant should duly note in such a ranking system counting is used to 
determine the frequency. 
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Regarding Claim 56, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
51 . See details for Claim 51 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of 
comparing the profiles involves comparing the measures of importance for each key 
topic in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, wherein each link is sorted based on relevance percentage. 

Regarding Claim 57, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
51. See details for Claim 51 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of 
comparing involves calculating an aggregated comparison across all topics common 
between the profiles being compared in Table 2, wherein a web surfer performs a 
keyword search, such as looking for sites containing the keywords "childhood" and 
"medical treatments", a results "page" is provided by the search engine to the web 
surfer which typically includes a short description of each site (or the first few words for 
the site's main page), a hyperlink to each site's web server, and a relevance ranking, as 
shown in Table 2. (Banerjee, Column 2, lines 25-31). Applicant should duly note that in 
order to sort by relevance aggregated comparison is performed. 

Regarding Claim 58, Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of measuring the 
similarity of groups of electronic text comprising determining a content profile for each of 
a plurality of groups of text based electronic documents and comparing the profiles to 
identify a degree of similarity in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, wherein a results page shown on a 
portion of a computer display (79), in which a search for sites regarding child health 
care was performed and five results items or "hits" (71- 75) are given, each with a short 
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summary or the first few words for the linked site page, a relevance score, and a URL. 
As per typical search engine results, these results are sorted by degree of relevance. 
(Banerjee, Column 9, lines 24-30). 

Regarding Claim 59, Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of a system in FIG.1- 
FIG.3, wherein a generalized computing platform architecture, such as a personal 
computer, server computer, personal digital assistant, web-enabled wireless telephone, 
or other processor-based device is illustrated. Furthermore, an organization of systems 
including a web browser, an enhanced search engine server, one or more linked sited 
servers, and one or more ratings servers are illustrated. The rejection for Claim 50 
applies to Claim 59. See for details Claim 50. 

Regarding Claim 60, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
59. See details for Claim 59 rejection. The rejection for Claim 51 applies to Claim 60. 
See for details Claim 51 . 

Regarding Claim 61, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
59. See details for Claim 59 rejection. The rejection for Claim 52 applies to Claim 61 . 
See for details Claim 52. 
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Regarding Claim 62, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
60. See details for Claim 60 rejection. The rejection for Claim 53 applies to Claim 62. 
See for details Claim 53. 

Regarding Claim 63, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
60. See details for Claim 60 rejection. The rejection for Claim 54 applies to Claim 63. 
See for details Claim 54. 

Regarding Claim 64, Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of profiling a group or 
collection of electronic text, the method comprising analyzing every group of text in the 
collection to identify key topics and allocating a measure of importance to identified key 
topics, and using that measure to generate a topic profile that includes a plurality of 
topic identifiers, wherein a web site is added to the engine's categories and keyword 
lists as suggested and as determined by analysis of the content of the submitted web 
site (e.g. word frequency analysis, hyper text header tags, etc.) and measure of 
important is determined by word frequency analysis or hyper text header tags analysis. 
(Banerjee, Column 1 , lines 53-57). 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of an indication of the importance of each of 
the topics identified to the collection as a whole or in part, wherein a web site is added 
to the engine's categories and keyword lists as suggested and as determined by 
analysis of the content of the submitted web site (e.g. word frequency analysis, hyper 
text header tags, etc.) and measure of important is determined by word frequency 
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analysis or hypertext header tags analysis. (Banerjee, Column 1, lines 53-57). 
Furthermore, Banerjee discloses an indication of importance in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, 
wherein relevance ranking is provided for each web site. 

Regarding Claims 65 and 66, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection 
of claim 64. See details for Claim 64 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of 
group of electronic document text comprises pages of a web site in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, 
wherein a listing of web sites are illustrated. 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of downloading each page of the site in order 
to do the step of analyzing in FIG.4, wherein when a search engine receives (41) an 
initial submission for indexing content from a linked site (or upon re-indexing of a 
previously indexed linked site), the actual content of the linked site is analyzed (42) by 
retrieving one or more pages and web objects from the linked site server (36). Well- 
known processes such as word statistical analysis can be used to determine the 
keywords to be indexed to the site. Keyword lists may be used to categorize the content 
of the site. (Banerjee, Column 8, lines 3-10). 

Regarding Claim 67, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
64. See details for Claim 64 rejection. Banerjee, discloses the claimed aspect of a step 
of analyzing is based on a word frequency analysis which comprises identifying key 
topics by selecting topics which have a higher than average frequency in the group than 
in the native language of the group as a whole, wherein a web site is added to the 


Application/Control Number: 10/554,031 Page 13 

Art Unit: 4135 

engine's categories and keyword lists as suggested and as determined by analysis of 
the content of the submitted web site (e.g. word frequency analysis, hyper text header 
tags, etc.) and measure of important is determined by word frequency analysis or hyper 
text header tags analysis. (Banerjee, Column 1 , lines 53-57). 

Regarding Claim 68, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
64. See details for Claim 64 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of 
determining a list of words related to each of a plurality of key topics identified in the 
group, wherein a web site is added to the engine's categories and keyword lists as 
suggested and as determined by analysis of the content of the submitted web site (e.g. 
word frequency analysis, hyper text header tags, etc.) and measure of important is 
determined by word frequency analysis or hyper text header tags analysis. (Banerjee, 
Column 1 , lines 53-57). 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of determining whether each key topic 
appears in the list of related words for any of the other key topics in the group and 
discarding any of the key topics where the key topics does not appear in the list of 
related words for any other of the key topics, in FIG.4, the process (40) of associating 
characteristic factors with linked sites is presented. When a search engine receives (41) 
an initial submission for indexing content from a linked site (or upon re-indexing of a 
previously indexed linked site), the actual content of the linked site is analyzed (42) by 
retrieving one or more pages and web objects from the linked site server (36). Well- 
known processes such as word statistical analysis can be used to determine the 
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keywords to be indexed to the site. (Banerjee, Column 8, lines 1-8). Furthermore, in 
FIG. 5, the logical process (50) during operation in cooperation with a search process is 
shown. When a set of search criteria is received (51 ) from a client computer (32) such 
as a set of keywords, phrases, or QBE example, the search engines general index (34) 
is searched (52). The ratings index (34') is accessed for each results item (e.g. for each 
"hit"), and a results page is created with the summaries and one or more associated 
characteristics icons or symbols for each result item. Applicant should duly note that the 
unrelated topics are not shown as hits. 

Regarding Claim 69, Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of a system in FIG.1- 
FIG.3, wherein a generalized computing platform architecture, such as a personal 
computer, server computer, personal digital assistant, web-enabled wireless telephone, 
or other processor-based device is illustrated. Furthermore, an organization of systems 
including a web browser, an enhanced search engine server, one or more linked sited 
servers, and one or more ratings servers are illustrated. 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of profiling a group or collection of electronic 
text, the method comprising analyzing every group of text in the collection to identify key 
topics and allocating a measure of importance to identified key topics, and using that 
measure to generate a topic profile that includes a plurality of topic identifiers, wherein a 
web site is added to the engine's categories and keyword lists as suggested and as 
determined by analysis of the content of the submitted web site (e.g. word frequency 
analysis, hyper text header tags, etc.) and measure of important is determined by word 
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frequency analysis or hyper text header tags analysis. (Banerjee, Column 1 , lines 53- 
57). 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of an indication of the importance of each of 
the topics identified to the group as a whole, wherein a web site is added to the engine's 
categories and keyword lists as suggested and as determined by analysis of the content 
of the submitted web site (e.g. word frequency analysis, hypertext header tags, etc.) 
and measure of important is determined by word frequency analysis or hyper text 
header tags analysis. (Banerjee, Column 1, lines 53-57). Furthermore, Banerjee 
discloses an indication of importance in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, wherein relevance ranking is 
provided for each web site. 

Regarding Claim 70, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
69. See details for Claim 69 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of a 
system in FIG.1-FIG.3, wherein a generalized computing platform architecture, such as 
a personal computer, server computer, personal digital assistant, web-enabled wireless 
telephone, or other processor-based device is illustrated. Furthermore, an organization 
of systems including a web browser, an enhanced search engine server, one or more 
linked sited servers, and one or more ratings servers are illustrated. 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of determining a list of words related to each 
of a plurality of key topics identified in the group, wherein a web site is added to the 
engine's categories and keyword lists as suggested and as determined by analysis of 
the content of the submitted web site (e.g. word frequency analysis, hypertext header 
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tags, etc.) and measure of important is determined by word frequency analysis or hyper 
text header tags analysis. (Banerjee, Column 1, lines 53-57). 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of determining whether each key topic 
appears in the list of related words for any of the other key topics in the group and 
discarding any of the key topics where the key topics does not appear in the list of 
related words for any other of the key topics, in FIG.4, the process (40) of associating 
characteristic factors with linked sites is presented. When a search engine receives (41) 
an initial submission for indexing content from a linked site (or upon re-indexing of a 
previously indexed linked site), the actual content of the linked site is analyzed (42) by 
retrieving one or more pages and web objects from the linked site server (36). Well- 
known processes such as word statistical analysis can be used to determine the 
keywords to be indexed to the site. (Banerjee, Column 8, lines 1-8). Furthermore, in 
FIG. 5, the logical process (50) during operation in cooperation with a search process is 
shown. When a set of search criteria is received (51 ) from a client computer (32) such 
as a set of keywords, phrases, or QBE example, the search engines general index (34) 
is searched (52). The ratings index (34*) is accessed for each results item (e.g. for each 
"hit"), and a results page is created with the summaries and one or more associated 
characteristics icons or symbols for each result item. Applicant should duly note that the 
unrelated topics are not shown as hits. 

Regarding Claim 71 , Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of a system for allowing 
navigation within a group of electronic documents, such as a subset of the world-wide 
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web, the said system capable of automatically presenting on a screen or display a 
plurality of topic identifiers, together with an indication of the relative importance of the 
topics identified, each topic being user selectable, topics being presented in a pre- 
determined order, thereby to provide an indication of the importance of the topics to the 
group as a whole or in part; and receiving a user selection of a given topic and providing 
access to information on the selected topic in response to the user selection in FIG. 7 
and FIG. 8, wherein group of electronic documents which are a subset of world-wide 
web are displayed on screen 79 and ranked according their relevance percentage. 
Furthermore, each electronic document has iconic identifier which gives the 
characteristic of each document. Additionally, each document is selectable by clicking 
their URL link. (Banerjee, Column 9, lines 24-30). 

Regarding Claim 72, most of the limitations have been met in the rejection of claim 
71 . See details for Claim 71 rejection. Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of 
presenting related group identifiers for identifying one or more related groups of 
electronic documents, such as internet or intranet sites, together with an indication or 
measure of a similarity between a key topic profile of the first group and each related 
group in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, wherein a results page shown on a portion of a computer 
display (79), in which a search for sites regarding child health care was performed and 
five results items or "hits" (71- 75) are given, each with a short summary or the first few 
words for the linked site page, a relevance score, and a URL. As per typical search 
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engine results, these results are sorted by degree of relevance. (Banerjee, Column 9, 
lines 24-30). 

Conclusion 


The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

1) Sciammarella, et al., US 5,886,698, 03/23/1999, "Method for filtering search 
results with a graphical squeegee". 

2) Tukey, et al., US 5,91 1 ,140, 06/08/1999, "Method of ordering document 
clusters given some knowledge of user interests". 

3) Killmer, US 20020046257, 04/18/2002, "Online Network and Associated 
Methods". 

4) Dedhia, Aatish etal., US 20030212669 A1, 11/13/2003, "System and method 
for context based searching of electronic catalog database, aided with graphical 
feedback to the user". 

5) Chakrabarti, Soumen et al., US 20010016846 A1 , 08/23/2001 , "Method for 
interactively creating an information database including preferred information 
elements, such as, preferred-authority, world wide web pages". 

6) Liou, Shih-Ping, US 20020059395 A1 , 05/16/2002, "User interface for online 
product configuration and exploration". 
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7) Kincaid, Robert et al., US 20020169764 A1, 1 1/14/2002, "Domain specific 
knowledge-based metasearch system and methods of using". 

8) Hughes, et al., US 5,991 ,140, 1 1/23/1999, "Technique for effectively re- 
arranging circuitry to realize a communications service". 
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